Routledge

Taylor & Frangis Grout

I: |'|"|' II-’-'..'.|I1I;IIII-|.--:.IE-'.L"ILI! f,_-il'll'if-"flifr:'l'-'
Vol 200 Noo 3, Julv -September 2009, prp 239-208

A Structural Equation Modeling
Evaluation of the General Model
of Instructional Communication
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The Creneral Model of Tnstructional Commpanication introduced be MeCroskey, Viadener,
and Richmrond (200400 1s supported inits orivinal conception by canoncal data. This
stredv, however, uses strnctiral cquation modeling ' SEX to provide o mare detailed
analysis. Athough the model as origrually hvpothesized fits the data poorly, analvsis
of the SEM resudts suggests adistments to the ortginal nrodel that substarnvally nnprove
the medel st The revised moded accornts for sicmificant portions of the varninee o the
outcorre variables, provides « more detailed explanation of the relationships 1nvelved,
and has puplications for futioe research. Bootstrapped parameter ostinniies sugeest that
tHie resales are r'L‘[‘*ff{'ih"Jh‘.
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MoCroskev, Valencic, and Richmond 020040 proposed o General Maodel of
[nstructional Communication supported by the data gathered trom 2,261 students
of 93 ditferent teachers. Their by-class analvsis used canontaad correlation to identity

the relationships among teacher traits, teacher communication behaviors: student
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perceptions, and learning outcomes, supporting the hvpothesized relatonships: that
teacher temperament s related to teacher communication behoeviors that teacher
emperanient is related to student perceptionss that teacher verbal and nonverba
communication behaviors are related to student porceptions: and that teacher tem-
peratient, teacher communication hehavior. and ~student perceptions are related 1o
lcarning outcontes. Although McCroskey, Valencic, and Richmond s work identitied
2 ceneral set of relationships among tvpes of variebles: it was bevond the scope of
thetr study to address relationships among the individual variables imocach group
or toattempt to provide evidence to sapport the camsal inks among those varables.
This study attempts to advance this mvestication. Unhike canonical correlation
analvses, the structural cquation modehng - SENE echnigques ased e this stady allow
one to test the it of the model to the datas Assunnnge the model hasa strong theore:
tcal basis, 4 model that tits the data sell provedes ioterential support tor the causai
temparals swoiptions of the model Fartbierntores SEAT allows an exannmnation of

diredt ltHLi indirect L‘”.L'L-l.?‘i JI]LL 11 ‘Llljh LS, lih' CNALTELITa IO Ol [hL‘ ['L'li’l[iﬂ[l.ﬁhipa

among mdinodual varables acrthine the model.

Review of the General Model of Instruction:! Communication

The aceneral model advanced by dMeCroskev, Valenoe, and Richmond 20047 15 based
on the vhetorical maodel of mstructional commuonication - NMottot & Beeboeo 200600 thad
sttvgests sty ossential components: teachers. teacher commmunication behaviors,
students, student perceptions, instructional environment, and instroectional ot

comes, [he proposed veneral model focuses on the four components most attributa-
ble to teachers cteachers, teacher communication behaviors, student perceptions, aid
mstructional outcomest and beld two of the components andividual ditterences in
students and the instroctional environment) to be bevond the scope ot the model,
acknowledumy that the varance o ouatcomes attnibatable to students and environ-
ment would De o manitest 1o the overall error vartance of the model. Analvsis ol
cAnunicdd corrgbations aomony the vartables selected to measure cach component sup-

ported predictions that fearning outcomes are miluenced by teacher temperament,

teacher comimuntcation behaviers and stadent perceptions -or teacher credibihing
and sk attraction s that student perceptions are influcnced by teacher temperament
and teacher communication behaviors: and that tcacher communicaton behaviors

are tntluenced by teacher temperanient fsee bgure 1.

Teacher Temperanieit

fn MoCroskey, Valenae, and Richmond's 1200400 analvsis, teacher temperaument is
reprosented by FLOF BEvsenek s 01990 Bra Three tratts= pavchotictsm (17 extroversion
e and nearoticismy 0N whichs according to T Bvsenck 1198650 “embody the
three wavs ndienduads can mteract: hostidite and aguression P cooperativeness

and sociabibioy (F 1) and fearful avordance 1N ips [ O the “saper-trait models,
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Teacher Temperament ———J» Communication Behaviors ——» Student Perceptions ——— Qutcomes

Figure 1 Relatiomslops amonyg components ot the Gereras Maodel ot ineractional € crmamunication Mo osken
Valeroos & Richmuond, 2o

the Big Three 1s the most parsimonious and has been widely used 1 comnuumbio-
logical research {e.g, Beatty, McCroskev, & Valencic, 20015 Heisel, TaFrance. &
Beattv, 2003; McoCroskeve Heiselo & Richmond. 20010 Neuhep, Chadoun, &
MU roskey, 20041

Feacher Compnnncation Belieaviors

Teacher communication behaviors, as perceived by students,are represented by three
vartables: assertiveness, responsiveness, and nonverbal mmmediacy. The assertiveness
ard responsiveness constructs have their ongin m the Sodial Styles maodel (also
referred tooas Usoclo-communicative stvle b origmally researched by Nernll in
1966 (see Richmond & MoCroskey, 198910 and more recently reported by NMernl
and Reid 119990, Although the two constructs have an orthogonal retationship with
one another. both are thought to be positively related to perceptions of teacher
immediacy. Immediacy behaviors, as adentified by Mehrablan 019510, “reduce
physical or psvchological distance and - or mncrease perceptual stimutation between
and amonyg mnteractants (Gorham, 1988, p. 40). Teacher immediacy has repeatedly
been shown to intluence perceptions of teacher credibiity ie.g. fohnson & Miller,
2002: Schrodt & Witt, 2006: Teven, 2007: Teven & Hanson, 20040 Thweatt &
MeCroskeyv, 199871 and student learning (Chesebro & NMceCroskev, 2001 Christophel,
1990: Christophe! & Giorham. 1995; Frvmier, 1994 Fryimer & Shulman, 19950 Taasma
& Koper, 1999; Johnson & Miller, 20621,

Student Perceptions

The student perceptions clement of the model 1s represented by the three dimensions
ot source credibility and task attraction. Source credibility, the modern extension ot
Aristotle’s cthos, was for manv vears measured on two dimenstions tcompetence anc

trustworthiness’ until advanced factor analvsis techniques allowed MceCroskey anc

Teven 11999) to devise a reliable measure tor the third dimension ot cthos protteree
by Aristotle: goodwill ‘caring. Studies indicate a relattonship between teacher cred-
ibilitv and learning {c.g., Beattv & Zahn, 1990; Pogue & AhYun, 20061, Task attrac-

tzon 18 one of the measures of interpersonal attraction (McCroskey & McCain, 1974 ).
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Task attraction has been shown to be related to credibility and also to communicative
stvle teen Praran & Kelly, 1988; MeCroskey, Hamilton, & Weiner, 1974 Wenss &

Hlouser, 200071

CHpdoeines

The outcomes clement of the model considers cognitive learning, affective learnmy,
and teacher evaluation. Cognitive fearning is estimated by the learning-loss measure,
which measures how much students thoueht they learned in the class ot a given tea-
Cher against what they telt they could have learned with anideal teacher P Richmond,
CGorham, & MoCroskev, 19870 This construct has been widely used in situations
where 1y necessary to compare reports of cognitive learning across disparate aca-
demic courses te.g., Christophel, 1990; Comadena, Hunt, & Simonds, 20075 Frymer,
1994 AMyvers, 2002 Rodriguer, Play, & Kearney, 19965 Witt & Wheeless, 20011
Affective Tearning is the process by which students develop positive atfedt toward
the course material, measured by students” reports of atfect for the topic and also
by reports of their willingness to take similar courses m the tuture M cCroskey,
1994, Teacher evaluation is also based on students” atfect —in this case. reports of
attitudes about the teacher- and willingness to take courses from the same teacher
m the future (McCroskev, 19947, Both attective fearning and teacher evatuation
o Katt & Collins, 2007,
Martines-Foger & Powers, 20070 McCroskeye Richmond,  sallinen,  Faver, &
|

OUH: Teven & RIL“(:TLHI&L'}', IR IS

have been widely utlized in cominunication researvh e

1
L

Barrach 1L.[;h,

Potential Value of the Mode

[ sum, McCroskev, Valendie, and Richmond s 12000 imitial general model otfters o
conceptuatization of rhetorical communication that merges communibiological tag
tors like LT Fvsenck’s 119900 Big Three traits with well-researched commumicanion
constructs like 1nmmediacy, credibilityy and mstructional outcomes. Although the
model, as mitially studied, does not include the communication environment or
mdividual differences among the fearners. it does detine the general relationships
between traits, behaviors, perceptions, and outcones, providing a usetul tramework
for the study of instructional communication vartables. Schrodt, Turnan, and Soliz
20060 cted the model as a theoretical trame in examining a subset tteacher beha-
viors, student perceptions, and instructional outcomest of the model's components,
Schrodt and Witt 1 200671 also cited it as part of the rationale tor their study examin-
iy the refationship of istructor credibility to instructor immediacy and use of tech-
nology. Porter, Wrench, and Hoskinson (2007) used this model as o template for
their examination of supervisor temperament and behavior on the perceptions and
reported motivation and satisfaction ot subordinates in an organizational context.
The results reported in MceCroskev, Valencie, and Richmonod have also been cited

by aumerous other rescarchers (oo, Chory, 20075 Glascock & Ruggiero, 2006;

1



Commuuication Quarteriy 243

McPherson & Liang, 2007; Mottet, Parker-Raley, Beebe, & Cunningham, 2007
Rosenfeld, Richman, Bowen, & Wynns, 2000).

Rationale for This Study

Although the canonical correlation analysis employed 1n the original study
documents the overall relationships among the constructs, it is insufficient to reveal
indirect relationships among the variables, to provide a specific analvsis of the
relationship of each individual variable to the others, or o specify the magnitude
of each variable’s contribution to the overall model. Advanced analysis utilizing
SEM techniques can provide additional insight about the refationships among the
variables in the General Model of Instructional Communication and the possible
causal Hinks therein. The purpose of this study is to reanalyze the same dataset used
by McCroskey, Valencic, and Richmond (2004) using SEM techmiques in an atiempt
to reveal more detailed information about the relationships between not just the
categories of variables, but the individual variables identified in the model.

Hypothesized Model

111: The specified model fits the data well.

This study uses SEM to provide decper insight into the relationships in the General
Model of Instructional Communication, and identifies areas where the model might
be Further refined. To that end, this study begins by testing the model portrayed
in Figure 2, which is a strict structural interpretation of the model reported by
McCroskev, Valencic, and Richmond (2004}, where cach variable has the potential
10 influence any variable that follows it. For this reason, all possible paths are identi-
fied in the hypothesized model—in this case, 63 paths. Therefore, although the nitial
hypothesis is that the fully specified model will fit the data well, there are, 1in effect,
63 hypotheses (each representing one potential relationship) that are tested
stmultaneously.

Method

As the purpose of this study is to provide a more detailed analysis of the relation-
ships reported by McCroskey, Valencic, and Richmond (2004), the best way fo
ensure a valid differential analysis is to hold the data constant by reanalyzing
the data from the original study. Hence, this study uses the same datasct that
McCroskey, Valencic, and Richmond used previously. A brief description of the
design, participants, and measures for the original study is incJuded, followed by
2 more detailed description of the data analysis for this study (for a complete
description of the methodological details of the original study, see McCroskey,
Valencic, & Richmond, 2004).
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Data tfrom selt-reports ot traits were vathered trom teacher participants: and data
from observations of behaviors, perceptions of credibility and task attraction, and
reports of mstructional outcomes were gathered fron student participants. However,
because the student observations were made in classroom settings with other
students, data nught have been partiallv confounded by a Thalo effect,” where the
teractions amonyg cassmates attect their observations. To eliminate this possibility,
a U hv-class design fadesign commondy emploved in educational research and tirst
cmploved 1 communication research by Christophel, 19907 was used. The by-class
Jesten utilizes the means of cach class as the unit of analvsis - this case, studving
relationships between data gathered {rom the teachers ttraitst and means ot the data
cathered from students in each class thehaviors, perceptions, and outcormes!.

1o reduce the chance of students developing a response set while completing the
vartous measures, a sphit-class desten was also emploved, where students meach class
were randomly assigned oo one of two groups. Students in Group A responded to
meastres of observed teacher behaviors fassertiveness, responsiveness, and nomerbal
inimediacyy, perceptions of teacher credibiiity, and task attractiveness, whereas
students i Group B responded to measures of selt-reported mmstructional outcomes

Ccovnitive learning, altective fearninyg, and teacher evaluation!,
L i LN

Participarnis

I all, the volunteer participants who provided usable data in the orngimal study
mcluded 93 teachers and 2,261 students (1123 10 Group A and 1138 1n Group B,
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and all were from a large, Mid-Atlantic university. Despite the large number of total
participants, the bv-class design limits the overall 1 tor the study 1o 93 cases, which 15
the number of individual classes from which data were collected.

Measires

Temperament. The short-torm, sclt-report measures for Extraversion, Neuroticism
(H. 1. Evsenck & Fvsenck, 19851, and Psvchoucism (n B Go Lvsenck, Fysenck, &
Barrett, 1985) were emploved, with participants eiven three response chorees for cach
of 10 Extraversion items, 10 Neuroticasm ttems, and 1 Psvchotiasm items. Alpha
reliabilities for the three scales were Fxtraversion 76, Neuroticism - 830 and
Psychoticism - 550 MeCroskey, Valenae, and Richmond (2004 noted that the
poor reliability of the Psychoticism measure might attenuate the measured ettects

of that variable.

Nonverbal innmediacy, The 10-ttem, observer-report version of the revised teacher
immediacy measure recommended by McCroskey et all (19937 was used. Responses
were cathered trom students i Group A onlv. Fhe aipha rehability was .81,

Socio-comuuntcative style. The observer-report version ot the Assertiveness—
Responstveness measure developed by Richmond and McCroskey (1990) consisting
of two 10-item, seven-step, bipolar scales was administered to Group A participants.
The alpha reliability was .84 for Assertiveness and .93 for Responsiveness.

Source credibilitv. Group A participants also completed McCroskey and Teven s
(1999} three-dimension source credibility scales. Each dimension consists ot six
7-step, bipolar scales. Alpha reliability estimates were Competence — .86, Caring
Goodwill = .92, and Trustworthiness - .88,

Task atiractiveness. Group A participants responded to a sixotem. seven-step
version of the Task Attraction dimension of McCroskey and McCain's (1974) inter-

personal attraction measure. The alpha reliability was 77,

Affective learning. Affective learning was measured using cight bipolar, seven-step
scales developed by McCroskev (1994). Only Group B participants responded to this

measure. The alpha rehability was 92,

Cognitive learning. Cognitive learning was measured using the “learning-loss”
method previously emploved by Richmond, McCroskey, Kearney, and Plax (1987)
and others. Only participants in Group B responded to these items. The learning-loss
measure produces a single number with a negative valence (the Jower the value, the
higher the cognitive learning). For this study, to have all of the outcome vartables
oriented in the same direction, the data lor learning loss were transformed so that
higher values indicate higher reports of cognitive learning (please note that the
original study left the data in its original direction). Although alpha reliabiliny

estimates are inapplicable to single-item measures, this measure has proven to be
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effective in previous rescarch (Chesebro & McCroskev, 2000; Richmond, McCroskey,
et alb., 1YS7 1.

Teacher cvaluation. Group B participants also responded to a teacher evaluation
measure consisting of cight bipolar, seven-step scales 1M roskev, 19941, The alpha
reliability was 97

Data analyvsis. In this study, SEA icnsed at the manifest vartable fevel Testing g
latent variable model swas precluded both by the etfective sample stze of 93 classes and
the complexity ot the model to be tested, The demand of the study s design twhich i
the end amounted to over 2300 participants being assessed bt limited the number of
cases to be analvzed i this study. The omplexity of the maodel to be tested, although
sutlicient at the manmitest variable leve! would have been under-identitied it tested at
the ttem levell Ttem parceling was not o consideration given the concerns reviewed
the hterature {see Stvo, Saunders, Chang & Jlang, 20067,

Ciiven the sample sizes 10 was an important constderation to evaluate the eopirical
power assocuited with the analvocal results, MacCallum, Browne, and Sugawara
(19961 provided an approach to assess power i SEAN that way adopted in this study.
Thetr procedure defines power i terms of the root mean square error of approxima-
tion (RMSEA coetficient because it s one of the few tir indexes with a known
distribution routinedy reported i SEN program printouts, and so may be used castly
by practitioners for calculating power. Using their approach, the power ot this study
was determuned to be 831720 This sugeests i this study that our sample size provides

us an 83270 chance of tinding a ditference that exists. By detimition, power 1s the

probabiiity of rejecting a talse null hvpothesis. Treating the specitied structural mode
as one collective hypothests, power in SEM mav be seen as retecting a false nul

model, where power is computed as the probability that, under a noncentra

. . . . . 1 , N v
chi-square distribution, the observed chi-square 70 ¢ is greater than the dritica

chi-square [ /7.1 at some alpha {evel rcustomarily, 031, Power may be determined
once the noncentrality parameter v Is caleulated via Priy=, =ty ;J s 10 the
probability that the observed chi square 1s greater than the critical chi-square given
the chi-square degrees ot freedom and noncentrality parameter 2.

Structural modeling and computation ot indexes of it were performed using
both TISRED and SAS programs. tor the assessment ot the overall model, five
tit indexes wadely reported and supported i the literature are used: RNISEAL
NMacDonald s Centrality Index (Mo comparative fit index tCEDL standardized
root mean  restdual (SRMR), and chi square, Sivo, Tan, Witta, and Willse
(20060 tound that both the RAMSEA and the Mo were superior to other indexes,
stch as the CEFL and SRMR, in that as sampie size increases, their values drop tor
meorrect models and increase tor correct maodels. Furthermore, Fan and Sivo
(2005; 2007 found that the RMSEA and the Mo pertorm well under various
power conditions and that the previously reported sensitivity ot the CED and
SRAR 1o difterent kinds ot musspectiication {manitest vs. structurald s not
correct. Fhe CEIL, SRMR, and chi-square are, nevertheless, reported due to therr
historical presence in the literature.



Commurntcation Quarterfy 247

Results

The maximum likelthood procedure converged properly for the hypothesized model
as specified, but the chi-square goodness of fit was statistically significant: »*(12) —
237.75. For this tvpe of analvsis, a stignihaant chi-square s nor desirable, as it indicates
the relationships found m the data dittered 1o a statistically significant degree from
those predicted by the model. Moreover, the it mmdexes suggest that the original
model it the data poorly (RNSEA =0.4522, Mo -0.2971, CF] =0.6783, and
SRMR - 0.16861. The data do not support the hyvpothesized model as originally

specified. A careful review of the variables was undertaken to identify whether any

of the relationships were notably problematic.

Theoretically Cnded Adpstinents to the Model

In deterence to the underlving theorv, when examining the model tor possible adjust-
ments, no modihcations were considered that would change the temporal order of
the model components iteacher traits, teacher communication behaviors, student
perceptions, and learming outcomest. The possihilities for moditications withm each
component, however, were carchully examined. This tlexibility 15 the chief advantage
of using SEAL instead of canonical analvsis for the analvsis of the data. Detailed ana-
Ivses of the data suggested adiustments within each component of the original model.

In the teacher trait component, Neuroticism. which correlates only weakly with
any of the other variables, was not contributing to the model. It was removed.

In the teacher communication behavior component, the data suggest a partially
mediating relationship exists between assertiveness and responsiveness, as well as
nonverbal muncdiacy. Mernll and Reid's (1999) explication of Social Stvles presents
assertiveness and responsiveness as core behaviors closely related to one s personality,
and Richmond and McCroskey (1989 suggested socio-communicative stvle (asser-
tiveness and responsiveness) might be predictive of immediacy behaviors, These
tndings support structuring a partially mediating relationship ot assertivencess and
responsiveness to immediacy Las opposed 1o immediacy mediating assertiveness
and responsivenesst In assessing the face validity ot this revised relationship, 1t s
helptul to recall that the measures of teacher behavior were provided by the students
(Group A) and, theretore, represent those students” perceptions of teacher behavior.
Thus, the relationship ot these data do not suggest certiun behaviors might mediate
other behaviors, but that one's perception of certain behaviors might mmtluence one's
perceptions of other behaviors. This 1s a partially mediating relationship inasmuch as
Fxtroversion and Psvchoticism still have a direct influence on nonverbal immediacy,
in addition to the indirect, mediated relationship. The model was adjusted to allow
assertiveness and responstveness to intluence immediacy.

In the student perception component, the data again suggest an interaction
hetween the variables within the component, particuiarly a relationship between
competence and the other variables in the component. The three ethos dimensions
‘competence, trustworthiness, and goodwill) have generally been studied as separate,
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but parallel dimensions. A logical case can be made, however, that i an instructional
setting the perception of a lack of competence might mitigate perceptions of the
trustworthiness and goodwill. When teachers are perceived not to know what thevre
talking about, do students really carc if those teachers are trustworthy and caring?
Giiven this possibility, the model was adjusted to atlow Competence to intluence
goodwill ‘caring, trustworthiness, and task attraction.

In the outcomes component, that data suggested variables within the component
influence one another or, more precisely, the reports of various outcomes intluence
one another. In examining the three varmables in this component, cognitive learn-
ing, affective learning, and teacher evaluation, it s helpful to recall how each 1y
operationalized. Cogritive learning 1s 4 report ot how much students feet they have
lcarned compared to how much thev could have learned with an iaeal teacher.
Atfective learning is the students’” report ot positive atfect toward the course muate-
rial, and teacher evaluation s their report of positive atfect toward the teacher.
[nasmuch as students fook to teachers to tacilitate their learning, it would tollow
that perceptions of how much was learned might influence perceptions ot attect
for topic and teacher. Following this hine of thinking, the model was adiusted to
allow cognitive learning to influence teacher evatuation, which, in turn, intfluences
affective learning. Although these learning outcomes, as the Jast strata of variables
in the model, do not influence additional variables, the data suggest theyv intluence
one another and that cach 1s affected by a different mux of the preceding behaviors
and perceptions.

Finally, the data from the analvsis of the hyvpothesized model indicated the direct
paths from teacher traits to perceptions and outcomes were not contributing to the
overall model. The canonical analvsis emploved by McoCroskev, Valencic, and
Richmond (2004) was [imited to exanining only direct relationships. However,
although the variables are correlated. theortzamg that students” perceptions and
reported outcomes are direct!y aftected by teacher traits. even in the absence of
teacher behaviors, 1s logically problematic. Fortunately, the structural approach taken
im this study allows for indirect ettects to be identitied, thus eliminating the need to
pursue examination ot these particular relationships. The direct paths from teacher
traits to student perceptions and teacher traits to outcomes were removed.

Having made the adjustments described earlier. an analysis of the re-specitied
model was undertaken. The adjusted model produced a non-statistically significant

7 —indicating the relattonships tound in the data do

chi-square —7°(20} = 19.577
not difter to a statistically significant degree from those hypothesized by the revised
model. Moreover, the tit indexes supgest that the revised model tit the data very well
(RMSEA = 0.0000, Mc = 1.0000, CFI = 1.0000, and SRAMR =0.04441.

Then, i1 the interest of parsimony, and to avoid making inferences from unrehable
data {see Sivo & Willson, 1998), paths that were not statistically signiticant and that
did not substantiallv contribute to the fit of the model were climinated one by one

until the final model was derived. The final model (Figure 35 retained a nonsigniti-
cant chi-square, x:(ﬁ‘:}) =40.6457; and the Hit mdexes imdicated an excellent tit
(RMSEA —0.0214, Mc=0.9912, CHFI = 0.9976, and SRMNR — 004801,
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Tables T and 2 bst afl of the divect mdirect, and total ctlocts of cach varmable on the
lwo fearning outcomes, cognitive and affective Tearning, respectively, Assertivencess
and responsivencss, tollowed by sk attracton and nonverbal imymediacys have the
most eftect on cogmtive learnimg, Affective fearnmy is atlected most by perceptions
of Cognitive learning and teacher evaluation. folfowed by assertiveness and nonverbal

Mmimediacy

Explained Yarnnice nn fearpong Ontcones

The final mode) accounts tor 467 - of the varance in atfective fearnimyg and 58" of
the variance in coenitive fearning, It also accounts tor 787 of the variance in teacher

cvaluation,

Table 1 summuary of Divect. Indivect, and Total Btlects on Cognnve Learning

\artalle L dired Indiredt Tonal
Fotronersiog A °3 A
Havehoticrsm ) A1 IR
Nuosverhal pmrmedio oy 3 13 AT
AN IVE IO AM 4 B
B eness A H - -1
Competenay A0 e et
Truestin o Thineas A Il 0
Goodwill caring s iy B

Tk attraction RE T AN
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Table 2 Summary of Direct, Indirect, and Total Briccts on Aftective Learnming

Viariable e Indiredt | orgl
Fxtroversion A0 e NEE
Psvchaticrsm A A3 A
Norverbal mmed o 2 e e
ANNUTTIVE eSS AN T iy
Responsy eness nia s IR
Compelenice Lo 02 L
L riestaw Tt ess A AT HE
Goaduittl canng AN IR A
sk attracine i T -
Cognitive dcarning Ay i Ly
Teacher evaluation D 1t I

Vialidlation of Findines: Bootstrap Estomnates

In instances  where complete replication  or cross validation by sphitting the
sample are not teasible, bootstrap estimation 1s an appropriate validaton technique
CSchumacker & Lomiax, 1996; Sivol Saunders, e al, 20061 A boolstrap estimate ot
the covarlance matrnx was ailculated Irom 200 samples of 93 cases “with replace-
mentt The tinal model was reanalvzed osing the bootstrap covariance matrix. Path
estimates were calaulated tronn the bootstrap model and contidence intervals were
calvulated. A review ot Table 3 mndicates that the estimuated paths obtamed tor the
tinal model are highiv replicable as all ot the estimated path coethicients tall withim
the contidence mterval cadculated from the bootstrapped estimates. Aithough this
procedure cannot repiace a true replication, the bootstrap estimates do suggest that

the overall results are rephicable csee Stva, Saunders, ot al, 20060

Constdortion of MNoeasareaent frvor

Latent SEAMD allows rescarchers to correct estimated velationsiips in o covariance
model tor nicasurement crror. Although manifest vartable SENT also alloss the testing
of multiple equations at once, this procedure does not correct for measurenment error,
[ this studv, researchers opt tor analvsis on the mantiest vartable level because
fatent variable analvsis s precluded by sample size Imutattons, Bollen 119891 and
Stephenson and Holbert 12003) noted that manifest variable equations mav be
corrected [or measurement error. to some degree, by including sartable refiability
intormation mnto the analvsis, creating o latent compostte 110 model.

To test tor possthie misrepresentation ot relationships as a result of unspectfred
crror variance in this study, afpha reliability estimates tor the relevant variables were
used to derive estinmates of error vartance as described by Stephenson and Hlolbert

(2003, The rosulting 1O model tie shighthy better than the nwnitest vartable model,
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Table 3 Comparison ot Bootstrap bstimate Parameters to Final Model Parameters
Bootstrap  Bootstrap 93w confidence Fingd model
Hath Paraneted N teTy Parameter
Assertiveness - smmediacy TERRE TRIRE () TR ERRTY
Responsiveness  mmmediacy SRR TR {1,218 gl (). 33
Psvchoticism immediacy (.30 (0.1 30 (1.025 .18 0. 240
EXITOVORSTON asseriveness (hon i (10 L 20 s b
Eatroversion  responisiveness {1450 1 2] RRIRT {1 R RISy
Pavchotictsnn responsiveness (1.64() [, 300} (102 1278 (1.1 fat )
Assertiveness  cornpelene (3] ORI (3,228 (), 542 {0,310
Responsiveness  competene SRR ARVRY L ), i SIIRIY
immcdiacy rustwaorthimess 20 M40 (3,071 (3,226 (1 2t
Responstverness  rusivorthiness (1,21 .04 SR 067 Yay
Competence  trustworthiness SRR UNSISTE 020 (1A (), A A0
ASSertIverloss  Lisk oattraction NRNRELE NN ARSI (213 (] o0
Responsiveness  tash attractien () (M fa ()] N RN, 0113 () {60
Competence task attraction i 20 (.07 (1..173 Lhano 420
[mmedidacy affective weariing SIRIeIE H, Tl fhibin thnld AT
Competendceaitedtive learnmy th5 2 (200 LIS ual (h.a10
Coodwill caving -altective learning (). 540 0,170 0,257 L4253 (0,340
Teacher evaluation  atfective fearng h e TRVHE {(h29A NS 1,450
Lomediacy cowmitive fearning SIS RRYNY INERN YRIE i
Croodawall CATHY L'ir:.il"lilik':,‘ JL'JI"J']i]"J;_l ENRRN ANARRY RNRIRN! (.07 (0,03
Task attraction  counitive learniny (1. 120 .02 7 (.067 (0,173 SIS ONE
Urastworthiness  teacher evaluation FIRALY 11,1 ta0) SNEDIE RIS SISERY
Cownitive learning tedder chaluatiom oM g (v L S, e LA
retaining  a nonsigniticant Jhi-square, 70390 362270 and an o excellent it

CRAMSEA 00000, No- LOTIR CEFF LoD, and SRNMR O 0.030), suggesting the
lack of error data 1 the manitest variable model did not contribute to misrepresenta-
tion ot relationships. Marcover, Cronbach's reliabilines calenlated tor all scaled
scores in advance of the SEA analvsis cosely approximated estimated vidues fsee
Table 41, affirming that the 1C analvsis correctly considered the estimated dearec
of measurement error.

[t should be noted that this procedure docs not take into consideration crror
related to the reliabilite of the exogenous variables, Extroversion and Psychoticism.
Although the Extroversion scales tas reported carlier) produced a reasonable alpha

reliability of .76, the Psychoticism scales produced a poor alpha vehability ot .55,

The poor reliability of this measure has been previously noted by other rescarchers
eag, Coley 20000 Heisel et all, 20030 MeCroskey, Richmond. Heisel, & Havhurst,

20041 and supports the suggestion (stated later) that future rescarchers consider

L

using alternate trait measures, In anv case, Neuroticism is only margimally intluentia
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Table 4 Latent Composite Model: Comparison of Squared Muluple Correlations with

Cronbach's Rehabality

oo SRRIRE Cronbuach s
Varable ST RIS VATTANCY i ellabriy
Neasore  mimednagy TN RN | 11363 ARE R (hon] v
MTUasiie dssUThiy o lless AR IR ATl FENEETE
Moasyo r'a'x‘,‘-uihin'[h'w SR IETR R AYRN BT RIS NI RIS
Measure  canmpetenee bl st [ 133N RILTRN N NN
Measure  goodsall canig CHARNTES | AYS EI T FREARE
NMauodstice  trustaortbiraess O DTS [ 11 Vs s
NMeasture o Lash attrac o RIS ARRON ), 77R0 I B
Mueasure  atlective seaming (hAY, ISR FIRTARTE I
Medsure o e waviumy ERENE RIS RRAREE Ny
Sloasure  teadher ovaination AR INAREETE RRSICE MY
Factor  munediaey IR (18713 FRECTE
Factor  dassertivaness i, PRGN SIS
Factor  rosponsiveiess EFRBRE: RIS RN RARY
Factor  competenee VAT IR b BRATRR I
Factor  voodwill carng (Al ] NIV IR
v tor  rrosiwori s s~ 13, A NI AR
Foctoor  task o anerae thor ]2 (18235 (N6
actor alted e ln:;u'!uinntg IR I, ST L1~ 0
Foactor  cognitive odrnig AN A N
boczor teadher covaluatios 1), il R I CENET A
ot s e bt et B el toe s e e

in the nal model; therctore, tor this anadvsis, thedl etfects of ts Lack ot rehabiliny are
[mited. (See the discusston ot the elbicacy ot HL Bavsencks, 19900 Bie Three in the

tor] [L‘.r‘n'ing, -

P iscussion

The title of McCroskev, Valencieo and Richmond’s 20040 article < 7 Toward fitalics
added ! a General Model of [nstructional Communtcation. This study takes anodfier
step Utoward.” The model i~ supported in its origing conception by canonical data.
This, more detailed, analvsis using SENT fails to support the model as hivpothestzed
but, after moditication. the final modet atfirms the overall order ot the components:
that teacher temperament atiedts teacher behavior, that teacher behaviors attect
student peeceptions. and that student perceptions altect instruchional outcomes. In
addition, this study reveals internal relationships amony the varables within cach
component and otfers a clearer prcture as o result of the chmination of non

contributing paths, The revised model also accounts for substantial portions of the
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variance 1 the outcome varables and provides o more detaled explanation ot the
relationships imvolved. Althoueh addinionai rescarch 15 needed 1o validate the tind-
ngs. there are potential pedagogical imphications of this studv, Nonverbal tmmediacy
has once again emerged as a kKev imtluencer ot stadent perceptions ot the teacher and
the instructional outcomes achieved v the course, suugesting that if we could offer
only one piece of advice for novice teachers, that advice should be “be immediate.”
The results also attirm assertiveness and responsiveness as Lictors that exert substan-
tal mtluence on nonverbal imymediacy. and student perceptions ot teacher compe-
tende, teacher voodwilt caring, and task attracovencess. Perhaps bevond looking at
immediacy behaviors, teachers should be tamilar with the factors that comprise
assertiveness and  responsiveness Gee Richmond & NMoCroskey, 199t Finally
teachers mig_tht also do well to earn to attend to those factors that influence thar
students pgrﬂ-}ﬁlimnﬁ ot COITPelaenge Esee :\]t,":.:l'ﬂhlit_’}' N leven, 19997, ay Hese restlts
sugeest a fatture to be percaived as competent mav tamt students’ perceptions of
trustworthiness, goodwill. caring, and task altractiveness. As previously stated, how-
ever, addittonal rescarch is needed to more thorouchlv understand these pedagogrcal
implications. Presently, the value of this study s primartly heuristic. As the General
NModel of Instructional Communication continues to be used as a theoretical frame,

this study has several implications for tuture rescarch.

Etticacv of Ff vsenck s Bie Three for Rescarch i Listructional

Commipnication Setngs

Based on this dataset, Neuroticism, one of Ho o Evsenck's (19907 “super traits,
tails to explain anv ot the subsequent relationships that comprise the General Nodel
of Instructional Communication. Thar tact, combined with the poor rehiabihity ot
the Psvohoticism measure, suggests that the Big Three mav not olfer the most
usclul representation of traits operative innstructional communication settings,
MeCroskev, Valencic, and Richmond 20040 suggested future research might exam-

W

ine alternative trait models such as Costa and McCrae's (19923 Big Frve, Other com-

munication schotars e, Teven, 20070 Tidwell & Sias, 200571 have begun to look at
this Hve-tactor (rait schenre, This analvsis sugoests a tratit model other than the Big

Three might provide a richer trait measure for the General NModel ol Instructiona

Communication as well, Perhaps a side-bv-side comparison of the Brg Three anc

Big Five measures, as they relate to instructional communication variables, woule

help determine the direction of future rescarch.

The Relationship of \ssertivencss aid Responsiveness to Nopverbal Intinediacy

-

The partially mediating offect o assertiveness and responsiveness on nonverhal
immediacy also bears additional exammation. Although the ctfects of nonverbal
immediacy have been widely researched. hittle has been done to study the relation-
ships between nonverbal immediacy and other behaviors, such as assertiveness and

responsiveness. Before attempting another large-scale study, this partially mediating
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relationship shoudd be the subject ot additional exammation. Absuy Merrdb and Reid's
19991 orivinal concertualization ot Social Stvles falso know as socio-comnrunicanye
stvle; see McCroskey & Richmond, 19965 mcluded a third variable, versatility, which

could be mnvluded by tuture research it a reliable instrument 15 developed.

. [ [ - ' T, o . . . - . - ' . o )
Fhe folintionshinp of Competence 1o Drustworthiness, Carnng, Crood el

aff.-'{!{ .J'r-kr’.*:.I( ) “ff'm'f:‘-{h’.’

Also of mterest s the partialby mediating effect of competence on the other source
redibihty dimensions. Adthoueh MeCroskes and Teven 1999 jound that compe-
tenve. coodwill carine and trustworthiness varv independenty, thaerr findings do
not rule out the possibilite that perception of one dimension may mtluence the
perceptions of the other dintensions, The authors suspect this relatronship mieht
be a tunction of the mstructionai conteat. Perhaps, from the students perspedtive.
the perception that a teacher s mcompetent renders thelr perceptions ot that
teacher s trustworthiness and goodwill moot. A smualler scade stady couda mvestigate
those relationships and provide o« more detaled  understandime. Fromy a lareer
perspective, the results of this study indicate that varrables tn the sanmie category intlu-
ciive one another, Future rescarch that tals 1o constder the posabibity of mediated

relationships mav run the risk ol producing confoundced results,

The Need o Control for GoodwillZCaring

'he negative path between goodwills cartntg and atfective learnming indicates a rela
tHonship o which gooduwill camog acts as a sappressor. Althougch coodwill carmng
i isolation has a weak, hot positive, correlation with atiective learnimg, its relation-
shapoas stroneer with predictor variables related to atfective fearming immiediacy and
coenmtive fearning than swith attective tearnmg directhv, Thaos, when the model s con-
sicdered s L‘Ilt'l['L‘[‘_hl x J]C;:’.'.Hik'n.‘ P;l[h In created, as :J,HHLlH’iH afd['thL e cttedt, acts ofllt
ol the wav of the other, more predictive. variables. The presence ot this suppressor
ctrect ~sugeests that rutore rescarchers investivating the etfects of immediacy and cog-
nitive learning on attective learming should consider controliing tor coodwill caring
1 themr anaivses.

The General Model of ITostructional Communication @ NMcCroskey, Valenae, &
Richmond. 2004 exannnes instructuonal communication via a rhetorical tas opposed
to relational approach tsee Mottet & Beehe, 200670 that assumes teachers are the pri-
mary source ot mrormagon m the mstructtona exchange. Future research might
alternatively examine mstructional communmication trom a relattonal perspective.
Also, the participants providing the dataset used 1 both studies are reporting their
cxpertence tn traditionall face-to-face teaching contexts. With the increase of courses
with onhine components and totalhy online courses, additional research 1s requitred to
determine how the relationships outlined 1 the General NModel of Instructional
Conumunicagion are atfected when the teacher 15 not phyvsically present for portions

for ally ol the instruction.
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The use of learning loss, a self-report measure of cogmtive learmung. 15 o limitation
of both this and the ortgmal studies. Although ot would be rdeal to measure compre
hension and retention of course matertaly studies that seek to compare cognitive
lcarning ot students across courses and content areas are lorced to r::]j»' On a4 more
cencralized indicator. Whercas such measures might be more accurately fabeled
Cpercenved cognitinve learning,” the learming-loss measure has provided o usetul
cstimate of cogmitive learning in a number of previous studies (g, Burroughs,
2007 Comadena et all, 2007 Richmond, Gorham, & MoCroskey, 19870 Richmaond,
NMoCroskey, ot all, 1987 Robinson, 199310

I the oriemal studv, MoCroskey, Valencie, and Richmond (20041 mcluded a
caveat about mterring causality Irom correlational analvsis. Although this study also
relics on corrclational data and thus falls short of proving causalitv, the indexes ot
model At provide additional evidence to support the presumed temporal order of
the constructs and turther suggests that the presumed causal relationships in this
muodel are Tworthy of testing for causality in future research N Uroskey, Valenaic
& Richmond, 2004, p. 2087, In (aking another step toward a General Nodel of Tnstruc-
tional Communication. we {ind there are more steps vet to takes imcluding looking
bevond HLJL Fysenclk's 019900 Bie Three to detime teacher traits and caretully exaomin

ing (he wavs that variables within cach component of the model intluence one another.
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